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scholars assign the date of Kanishka's accession between 58
B.C. to 278 A.D. Dr. J. F. Fleet maintains the 58 B.C. date
and Messrs. Bhandarkar have advocated the late date 278 A.D.
But the latter theory is clearly indefensible. The subs-
tantial controversy is between the scholars who place the date
of the accession of Kanishka in 58 B.C. and those who date
it in or about 78 A.D. It is possible that the Kushana kings
may have used a special era distinct from the Saka, but it is
unlikely. If such an era was used, it began after, not before
78 A.D. Sir John Marshall, has been convinced by direct evi-
dence of the stratifications of the remains at Taxila that
Kanishka reigned in the second, rather than in the first century
-of the Christian era and it is quite impossible, according to
him, to accept Dr. Fleet's date for his accession. Dr. Fleet (in
J.R.A.S. 1903, 1905, 1906, 1913) as well as Dr. O. Franke of
Berlin (Beitrage aus Chinesischen Quellen zur Kenntnis der
Turkvolker und Skythen Zentralasiens) and Mr. James
Kennedy are of opinion that Kanishka, Vasishka, Huvishka
and Vasudeva preceded the Kadphises kings, and that the
Vikrama era of B. C. 58, either marks the accession of
Kanishka or coincides with that event. It seems to us that
this theory is quite plausible. Mr, Vincent A. Smith on the
other hand is not correct in holding that the Kadphises kings
preceded Kanishka, and that he came to the throne about
78 A. D. Dr. Fleet (J. R. A. S. 1907. pp. 1048-9) evidently
attaches much weight to a tradition that Kanishka lived 400
years after the death of Buddha and to Dr. Franke's opinion.
He further argues that his theory supplies a regular series
of epigraphic dates and that the absence of the Roman H
from the coins of Huvishka indicates an early date for that
king. The last two arguments cannot be discussed here, but
it is interesting to note that another tradition places Kanishka
700 years after Buddha (vide Indian Antiquary, xxxiii, 1903,
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